access to meeting content for the global biological sciences community. The first two examples of such Meeting Reviews are already published (Raina et al., 2018; Reynolds, 2018) . Detailed information about the application process will be provided to meeting grant recipients, and more information can be found at https://bio.biologists.org/meetingreview. BiO is fully Open Access (articles are published under a CC-BY license), has the DOAJ seal and is indexed in PMC, PubMed, GoOA, Scopus and Web of Science. BiO Meeting Reviews are an excellent way to increase the dissemination goals of your meeting, and ensure free global access and maximum visibility to the scientific community.
1 Box 1. Gender analysis across The Company of Biologists' journals.
This analysis was done primarily by Sam Holden, a PhD student at The Sainsbury Laboratory and University of East Anglia, Norwich, who in 2018 spent three months as a Professional Internships for PhD Students (PIPS) intern with us as part of his PhD program. Sam was helped in his analysis by the Royal Society of Chemistry (RSC), who developed the algorithm used to assign gender to names (and have recently published detailed statistics on gender bias: https://www.rsc.org/globalassets/04-campaigning-outreach/ campaigning/gender-bias/gender-bias-report-final.pdf ). Many thanks to Sam for his work on this project, and to our colleagues at the RSC for their support.
Methodology
For each of our five journals (Development, Journal of Cell Science, Journal of Experimental Biology, Disease Models & Mechanisms and Biology Open), we downloaded data on all research papers submitted between October 2006 and May 2018, and extracted the following information:
• Outcome of submission (editorially rejected, rejected post-review or accepted) • Name of first author • Name of corresponding author (note that this may be the same as the first author) • Names of individuals suggested by authors as potential reviewers • Names of individuals invited to review the paper • Names of reviewers who completed a report on the paper We ran the lists of names through an algorithm that assigns gender to names, along with a confidence value in the assignment. We assigned a gender to names where the confidence value was greater than 90%, allowing us to assign gender to ∼75% of authors and 85% of reviewers. It should be noted that the algorithm was developed using a dataset of mainly Western names, and the majority of names with 'unassigned' gender are Asian. Thus, the results outlined below do not necessarily reflect patterns that might apply to non-Western authors and reviewers.
To allow more rigorous statistical analysis, data were pooled across all the journals and the whole >10-year time span, although we have also looked at trends over time and between journals.
In addition to calculating basic statistics on the gender balance of our author and reviewer pool, we also analysed the success rate of submissions based on author and reviewer gender.
Key results (combined data for all five Company journals)
• Almost exactly 50% of first authors (typically the junior researchers who contributed most to the research) are femaleimplying minimal gender disparity at the level of the PhD students and postdocs in our community of authors. However, among corresponding authors (typically principal investigators/lab heads) only 30.3% were female. • The gender of the first author had no influence on the success rate of the submission. However, papers from female corresponding authors showed a slight, but statistically significant (P<0.05), reduction in acceptance rateonly 28.5% of corresponding authors on accepted papers were female. • Disparity is seen at both initial editorial assessment and at peer review: papers with female corresponding authors are less likely to be sent out for peer review than those with male corresponding authors (67.3% vs 71.0%) and, once sent out for peer review, are less likely to be accepted for publication (52.9% vs 56.2%). • There is a greater gender imbalance in our pool of reviewers than in our pool of corresponding authors: 26.1% of people invited to review a paper are female and 25.8% of completed reviews are by women (the similar numbers suggesting that both genders are equally likely to accept an invitation to review). These figures have improved over the 10-year time window: in 2007, only 23% of reviewers were female; this reached 29% by 2017 (though this is still below the 30% proportion of female corresponding authors). • Authors are more likely to suggest reviewers of the same gender as themselves. However, we have not found evidence that femaleauthored papers are at a disadvantage if reviewed by men (although the data on correlations between author and reviewer gender are hard to interpret). This box has also been reproduced in other Company journals. See also an Editorial (Briscoe and Brown, 2020) from the Development team that explores the subject in greater depth.
